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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means 11 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: it uses words which 

can be implied, i.e., "are described". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 8, 10, 14-15 and 21-22 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
In claim 8, line 1, "further" should be deleted. 

In claim 10, line 1, "regulator" should be changed to - regulator control circuit ~. 
In claim 14, line 1, "VCO" should be changed to - the VCO --, see line 2 of claim 10. 
In claim 15, line 1, "VCO" should be changed to - the VCO --. 

In claim 21, line 2, "supplied voltage" should be changed to - supply voltage --, see line 
5 of claim 17. 

In claim 22, line 2, "supplied voltage" should be changed to - supply voltage --. 
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Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10 and 12-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Ishii, Japanese Application No. 122254/1999, printed on 3/10/2000. A copy of the US 
application No. 2003/0080817 is included in this Office action instead of the Japanese 
Application No. 122254/1999. 

As per claim 1, Ishii discloses a circuit (Fig. 1) for reducing jitter (this limitation is 
merely the results when the circuit having the structure recited below operates) in a high speed 
serial link (this limitation is merely an intended use of the circuit), the circuit comprising: 

a phase-locked loop PLL (Fig. 1, see the title), the PLL comprising a VCO (VCO 6); 

a regulator (9) coupled to the PLL to provide a supply voltage (paragraph 30, lines 3-6, 
i.e., "sets a power supply voltage applied to the VCO 6") to the PLL; and 

a regulator control circuit (controller 8, see Fig. 3 for details) coupled to the PLL and to 
the regulator (as shown, these elements are connected) for examining at least one parameter 
related to performance of the VCO (paragraph 35, line 2, "various parameters, paragraph 36, 
lines 1-4, one of the parameter would be the oscillation frequency of the VCO) and for 
controlling adjustments of the supply voltage based on the examination (paragraph 36, line 4). 
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As per claim 2, the recited limitation is met as disclosed in paragraph 45, i.e., the VCO 
control voltage is monitored before the regulator control circuit 8 sends the result to the regulator 
9 for power supply level changes. 

As per claim 3, the recited limitation is described in paragraph 36, lines 1-4, i.e., suitable 
range is calculated by the CPU 12 in the controller 8. 

As per claim 4, the recited limitation is described in paragraph 41, lines 1-4, i.e., a 
prospective frequency to be locked after switching is examined. 

As per claim 5, the recited limitation is inherently met because this is the purpose of a 
PLL circuit. In other words, when the purpose is achieved, i.e., locked, it does not make any 
sense to make further adjustment. 

As per claim 6, the recited limitation is met for the same reasons discussed in claim 5. 
When the signal is not locked, the PLL should perform its function. 

As per claim 7, as shown in Fig. 3, the control signal from the control voltage generator 
14 controls the selection of a voltage level output from the voltage determining portion variable 
resistor. In other words, the regulator control circuit controls selection of a voltage level output 
from the regulator. 

As per claim 9, this claim is rejected for the same reasons noted in claim 1. Further, the 
recited decision logic is the CPU 12 which is inside the regulator control circuit (paragraph 35, 
line 2-3, i.e., making decision and performing based on the parameters). 

As per claim 10, the recited limitations are inherently met by the CPU 12 because it is 
clear that in a CPU, comparator logic, decision logic must exist. Ishii teaches the CPU monitors 
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the VCO control voltage (paragraph 45, lines 5-7) which means the VCO control voltage must be 
compared and a decision based on the comparison must be made. 

As per claim 12, this claim is rejected for the same reasons noted in claim 10 regarding 
the recited measurement logic. 

As per claims 13-16, these claims are rejected for the same reasons noted in claims 4-7, 
respectively. 

As per claim 17, this claim is merely a method to operate a circuit having the structure 
recited in claim 1. Since Ishii teaches the circuit, he inherently teaches the recited method. 

As per claims 18-23, these claims are rejected for the same reasons noted in claims 2-7, 
respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Ishii, Japanese 
Application No. 122254/1999 in view of Chen (US Patent No. 5,463,352). 

As per claim 8, Ishii discloses a circuit (Fig. 1) having a regulator control circuit (Fig. 3) 
which includes a CPU 12 as discussed in claim 1 herein above wherein the CPU 12 performs 
functions which requires comparator logic, measurement logic and decision logic as explained in 
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claims 9 and 10 above. Ishii does not explicitly disclose the reference voltages generated from a 
bandgap based reference generator as called for in the claim. 

Chen teaches a circuit for providing different supply voltages to a PLL as Ishii's 
reference. In column 2, lines 6-12, Chen explicitly teaches the needed reference voltages can be 
generated on chip using bandgap reference voltage source. 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to generate the reference voltages for comparing in the Isshi's CPU 12 using on chip 
bandgap reference voltage source, i.e., incorporate a bandgap reference voltage source in the 
CPU 12. The motivation would be to reduce the number of components needed to implement the 
circuit. 

As per claim 11, this claim is rejected for the same reason and motivation discussed in 
claim 8. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Minh Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-1748. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday 7:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Callahan can be reached on 571-272-1740. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished * 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Minh Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2816 



